Dismantling trade barriers together with the free flow of goods, services, people and capital coupled by technological advancement have contributed a lot to create new opportunities in global economy. As a result, governments have come up with a friendlier business climate to assist private businesses. The question of competitiveness is significant factor in analysing the economy. Various authors have approached the topic from different angles [3; 4; 6; 9; 11; 12] .
Factors that determine growth and productivity that derive from the aggregate growth rates have also been changed [2] . Competitiveness is determined by various factors including the sound macroeconomic environment for growth, innovation and technology, responsible fiscal policy or the legal background that regulates the business environment with property rights, curbing on corruption and fair judiciary. In addition, education, knowledge and skills are one of the growth engines of productivity. There are basically two approaches to reflect competitiveness: one provides complex ranks on the basis of comparative examinations, while the other analyses only the difference in the development level of individual countries [5] .
However, countries differ based on their starting conditions and stage of development among others.
The World Economic Forum has been updating the methodology for assessing competitiveness with regard to the changes in the global business environment. Although the index of WEF, Global Competitiveness Index (GCI), has been in use since 2006, it had to be supplemented and necessary changes and adjustments were made.
GCI takes into consideration the institutions, infrastructure, macroeconomy, health, education, market efficiency, technology, business sophistication and innovation when it comes to assessing productivity and competitiveness. It is important to note that only the concerted efforts will lead to results and none of the factors alone can result in competiveness.
Regarding According to some economists, competitiveness means prosperity that countries can sustain. While GCI (calculated for 125 countries) focuses on the macroeconomic, political, legal and social aspects of economy, the Business Competitiveness Index (BCI) ranks 121 countries by their microeconomic competitiveness identifying competitive strengths and weaknesses by incorporating business conditions and company operations and strategies. BCI measures GDP per capita adjusted for purchasing power while focusing on sustainable prosperity [10] .
However, competitiveness still remains a sometimes dubious concept despite its widespread prevalence. In general, competiveness is a country's share of world markets for its products while productivity defines prosperity and depends on the value of national products and services. Consequently, competitiveness is measured by productivity. If productivity improves, prosperity will also improve. Among others, it is all mobilised human resources can lead to productivity [13] .
Consequently, the productivity of a country consists of the productivity of its companies but a lot depends on the national business environment as well as people, information, processes, infrastructure, suppliers, research etc. The business environment can better be understood by the quality of factor (input) conditions, the context for firm strategy and rivalry, the quality of local demand conditions, and the presence of the related and supporting industries arranged. These four interrelated areas are often referred to as a diamond. According to it, almost everything matters for competitiveness and a lot of improvements are required [7] .
We must, however, note that what have been strengths or competitive advantages at earlier stages of development can become weaknesses later on because the level of productivity must be higher. Improving competitiveness over time is one of the greatest challenges that countries face. Multiple levels affect competitiveness: national, state and local. There are differences in economic performance even within countries, not just across countries. Economic cooperation and coordination is an important tool for expanding trade and investment, as well as improving the business environment itself [8] .
In our study on changing competitiveness the countries belonging to East or Central East Europe with regard to geographical and regional situation and 'catching up' in an economic sense regarding economic development were analysed. The World Economic Forum with its headquarters in Switzerland has been publishing its so-called GCI since 1979 which has examined the competitiveness of 144 countries recently. Its central indicator, the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) is made up by the 12 most important factors (pillars) that characterise the competitiveness of a national economy concerned. GCI is based on three main sub-indices taking the 12 pillars into account [14; 15].
The first sub-index takes into account the basic conditions or fundamentals including institutions, infr astr uctur e, macr oeconomic environment, healthcare and elementary education. The second sub-index also called an efficiency enhancer, embraces the quality of higher education and trainings, the efficiency of the goods market and the labour market, the development of financial markets, the availability of technologies and the size of the market. The third sub-index also termed as the sub-index of innovation and refinement analyses the elaborateness of innovation and business processes.
GCI is made up by taking all these 12 pillars into account which also makes the compilation of the competitiveness ranking of countries possible (before 2005 indicators different from those listed above were used to define competitiveness so there was a separate business competitiveness index or a market share index but today GCI exclusively serves as the basis).
In our first examination correlations between the general GCIs based on the pillars as of GDP per capita and the WEF reports are analysed (Fig. 1) .
By extending the examination this way it can be seen that in 2006 the correlation between GDP and GCI as tight (r = 0.900). While examining 2014, this correlation became more loose and the value of the correlation coefficient was of medium strength (r = 0.536). It also shows that in 2006 the value of GDP per capita marked the place in the competitiveness ranking by nearly 80 % (r 2 = 81 %), which became only less than 30 % by 2014 (r 2 = 28.7 %).
The diagram on 2006 data shows that the leading countries on the basis of GDP per capita are usually also placed at the top of the competitiveness ranking with Slovenia, the Czech Republic and Estonia in the most favourable positions. In contrast, by 2014 the positions of GDP per capita and the competitiveness pillars became more differentiated. Regarding GDP per capita two countries (SVN, SVK) can still be counted to the leading ones while their position in the competitiveness ranking significantly deteriorated and the so-far visibly strong correlation seems to be broken here. Figure 2 Figure 3 illustrates the correlations between the GCIs of the periods concerned.
The values of GDP per capita in the two years (Fig. 2) show a very strong correlation (r = 0.915). Lithuania, Poland and Bulgaria improved their situation while that of Estonia and Slovenia weakened to a small extent and Hungary, Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia and Macedonia to a great extent while leaving Albania at the end of the ranking. The position of Latvia, Turkey and Romania in the ranking of GDP per capita did not change during the examined period. All in all, there were only slight changes in the countries' ranking while the GCIs of the two examined years (Fig. 3) showed significantly fewer similarities (r = 0.639).
The stagnation of the GCIs within the period results in the formation of three groups of countries. The position of Hungary, Croatia, Slovakia, Serbia and Slovenia in the ranking significantly weakened while a little improvement could be seen in the case of Turkey, Bulgaria, Macedonia Montenegro, Romania and Poland. A little decline is noticeable in the Czech Republic and Estonia but excluding it, of the examined countries they kept their leading role. The changing positions of some countries in the ranking are a sign of improvement just like in the case of Romania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, Turkey and Poland.
All in all, it can be seen that the GCI, by signalling the unique changes in the period, is more and more loosely tied to the ranking of GDP per capita.
Our examinations have been extended in a unique aspect when the correlations between the GCI of 2006 and the GDP per capita ranking of 2014 were examined (Fig. 4 ).
An extremely strong correlation was found between the GCI of 2006 and the GDP per capita ranking of 2014 (r = 0.941). The positions of the examined countries and the groups formed are nearly similar to the positions illustrated by Figure 2 . Figure 5 examines the correlation between the GDP per capita ranking of 2006 and the GCI of 2014.
The GDP per capita rankings of 2006 and the GCI of 2014 are very weakly and non-significantly correlated (r = 0.383). It can be seen that the position of two countries, Poland (POL) and (TUR), significantly improved by 2014, especially when taking the values of GDP per capita into account, which has justified our hypothesis, according to which during the examined period the positions in the GCI were less and less affected by the GDP per capita value of the country. It is worth summarising our comparisons in a table (Table 1) . Analysing our data on GDP per capita and GCI by multi-variate method, based on the similarities in the data of the ranking by the 12 pillars the countries examined can be characterised by forming groups in 2006 (Fig. 6) .
Base on the 2006 data the situation of the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Estonia are in the most favourable position followed by a more populous group of Hungary, Croatia, Lithuania, Latvia, Slovakia, Poland and Turkey. Three countr ies, namely Romania, S er bia and Montenegro follow them separated a bit lagging behind. Bulgaria and Macedonia can be regarded as significantly lagging behind and Albania can be found as the only tail ender.
It is interesting to compare our data of 2006 with the formation of groups based on 2014 data (Fig. 7) . By this time the leading group was extended to four countries: the Czech Republic with the three Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Our analysis shows that Slovenia is no Our results give an opportunity to carry out further examination in which an answer is sought how the 12 competitiveness pillars are related to the positions typical of GDP per capita and GCI.
The competitiveness pillars were organised by the WEF in the following three sub-indices (factors).
A -the fir st four basic sub-indicesfundamentals (Basic requirement) B -efficiency enhancing sub-index (Efficiency enhancers)
C -Innovation sub-index -innovation and complexity (Innovation factors).
These sub-indices are also worth being included in the examination to see how they are related to GDP per capita values and GCI. The results are summarised by Table 2, 3. Data of the tables show that the correlation between the sub-pillars and GDP per capita values decreased to a smaller extent by 2014 in contrast with 2006 than it seemed in our examinations with the previous general GCI (Fig. 1) . Countries that weakened their GCI ranking compared to the previous period are circled in an oval shape including Hungary, Serbia, Slovakia, Montenegro and Croatia.
However, it is important to note that the stagnation, lagging behind or improving positions per country groups in the table are not consistent with the simple changes of data based on GCI rankings of the countries serving as the basis of the analysis. In addition to their different rate of economic growth the relative stagnation, lagging behind or improving positions of the examined countries are also due to the nature of their different economic development policies.
